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RFMARKS/ARCUMENTS 

The Interview Summary prepared by the Examiner and mailed on November 22, 2005 pertains to a 
telephone conversation that the Applicant's Agent, Joseph P. Conneely, had with the Examiner on 
November 16, 2005. The Interview Summary was mailed before the last Office Action Response for 
this case was filed. In particular, the last Office Action Response was filed on November 21, 2005. 

With respect the Interview Summary, the Applicant has the following comments: 

1 . The interview took place on November 16, 2005, not on November 1, 2005. 

2. The claims discussed included Claims 31-44 in addition to Claims 1-15. From the Applicant's 
perspective, the main issue was the restriction requirement that the Examiner had placed on 
Claims 3 1-44. The Applicant did not agree that this restriction requirement was necessary. 

3. The Examiner indicates that an agreement with respect to the claims was reached. It is the 
Applicant's understanding that an agreement, while in the works, was not actually reached. 

4. In the continuation sheet of the Interview Summary, the Examiner states: ". . .Applicant discussed 
that fact that there is a focal point in the image that has gotten magnified without distortion, 
however the outside of the focal point to the border of the area being magnified gets less and less 
magnified and hence is distorted due to the decreasing degree of magnification. Examiner 
suggested to the applicant that his matter must be described in the independent claim in such a 
way that it clarifies the claim at hand. Applicant agreed to amend the independent claim and 
needed dependent claims to clarify this matter." 

In response, the Applicant believes that Claims 1-15 and 31-44 do not require further 
amendment as the Office Action Response that the Applicant filed on November 21, 2005 
addresses all the issues raised by the Examiner in the Examiner's Office Action of August 25, 
2005. The amendment the Examiner seems to be suggesting for Claim 1 will make the subject 
matter of that claim similar to that of present Claim 3 1 . Recall that the Examiner did not want to 
examine Claims 3 1 -44 as the Examiner had suggested that these claims were drawn to a different 
invention. Again, the Applicant does not believe that the restriction requirement with respect to 
Claims 31-44 is warranted. 
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However, to expedite prosecution of the present application the Applicant has introduced new 
Claim 45, which is based on Claim 1, and which recites the following: 

45. (New) A method for initiating an electronic shopping transaction for a user-selectable 
item presented in a computer generated original image on a display, comprising: 
receiving a selection signal for the item from a user; 

distorting the original image to produce a distorted region within the original image for 
the item to provide the user with detailed information for the item, th e distorted region 
having a focal region with a magnification fo r the item at least partially surrounded by 
n shoulder region across which the magnifi c ation varies to provide a smooth transition 
from the focal region to the original image: and, 
receiving a purchase signal for the item from the user. 

The Applicant believes that Claim 31 and new Claim 45 address the Examiner's comment 
(reproduced above) included in the continuation sheet of the Interview Summary. 



Please note that the amendments made to Claims 31 and 36 by the Applicant's Response of 
November 21, 2005 require correction. In amended Claim 31 above, the expression "base region" 
has been replaced by the expression "shoulder region". Note that the expression "shoulder region" 
appeared in the original version of Claim 31. In amended Claim 36 above, the expression "base 
region" has been replace by the expression "perimeter [of the lens]" in three places. Note that the 
expression "perimeter [of the lens]" appeared in the original version of Claim 36. 

No new subject matter has been introduced by the above amendments. 

The Applicant believes that Claims 1-15, 31-44, and new Claim 45 are patentable. 
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The Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this 



Respectfully submitted, 



McCarthy T&rault LLP 



Date: December 13, 2005 



By 




Joseph P. Conneely / 
Registration No. 54,883^ 
Telephone: 416-601-8179 
Fax: 416-868-0673 



McCarthy Tetrault LLP 

Box48 7 Suite 4700 

66 Wellington Street West 

Toronto Dominion Bank Tower 

Toronto, Ontario, Canada 

M5K1E6 
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